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REMARKS 

In response to the Office Action dated March 19, 2007, Applicants rcspeclliilly 
request reconsideration based on the followiug remai-ks. Applicants respectfully submit that 
the claims as presented are in condition Tor allowance. 

Claim 28 was rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102 as being unpatentable over Dolan. This 
rejection is traversed for the following reasons. 

Claim 28 recites "priority caller infonnalion comprising a priority caller number and 
a priority caller code, the priority code comprising an instruction for executing a priority 
action for processing an incoming communication." Dolan fails to teach Uits feature. Dolan 
uses the caller phone number lo determine the priority of the call as described in colunm 5, 
lines 5-2S. Dolan does not leach using a priority code as recited in claim 28. Dolan makes 
reference to a "touch tone ID" fmm a caller, but does not suggest that this touch tone ID 
actually identifies a priority of the caller or even identifies the caller. Tl.e ExaiTiincr cannot 
consider the broad reference to a "touch tone TD" to correspond to ihc claimed "priority 
code" as there is no teaching in Dolan of what the touch loue ID represents or how it is ns«l. 
Thus, Dolan fails lo teach all the elements of claim 28. 

For at least the above reasons, claim 28 is patentable over Dolan. 
Clamis 1-8. 1 1-18, 23-25 and 29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Dolan in view of lloopcs. Tliis rejection is traversed for the following 
reasons. 

Claim I recites "a priority response comprising an action to ring a telephone 
associated with the telephone line with an alert signal that is different from a regular ringing 
tone." In applying Dolan, the Examiner acknowledges that Dolan fails to teach this feature 
and relics on Hoopes for leaching a priority alert ring. Applicants submit that it would not 
have been obvious to include a priority alert signal in the system of Dolan. 

Figure 1 1 of Dolan describes how a subscriber liandles a call based on caller priorities 
(column 5, lines 55-67). As shown in Figure 1 1 , the incoming call is answered only if the 
caller's priority is sufficient. If the caller's priority is sufficient, the called party subscriber is 
alerted to the call and makes a decision about how to handle the call. In receiving an 
incoming cnl I in Dolan. the system determines if the caller has sufficient priority prior to 
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notifying the subscriber. Thus, there is no need for a "priority alert ring" in Dolan as all calls 
connected to the subscriber have already been screened to detemnine iFthc caller has 
suir.cicnt priority. A priority alert ring is not needed in Dolan as the priority decision has 
already been made before the call is routed to the subscriber. A priority alerl ring would be 
redundant and unnecessary in Dolan a. callers lacking the requisite priority arc not connected 
to the subscriber. In Dolan, all coiuiected calls have the requisite priority, and thus a priority 
alerl ring is not needed. Therefore, there is no motivation to use a priority alert ring in 
Dolan. Accordingly, there is insufficient motivation to combine Dolan and iloopcs as 

proposed by the Examiner. 

For at least the above reasons, claim 1 is patentable over Dolan in view oflloopcs. 
Claims 2-8 depend from claiiTi 1 and arc patentable over Dolan in view oflloopcs for at least 
the reasons advanced with reference to claim 1 . Claims 1 1-18, 21. 23-25 and 29 recite an 
alert signal for priority calls similai- to that recited in claim 1 and are patentable over Dolan in 
view oflloopcs for at least the reasons advanced with reference to claim 1. 

Furthermore, claims 4 and 2 1 recite receiving a priority code from the caller. Tlicre is 
no priority code in Dolan. Dolan uses the caller phone numbe.- to determine the priority of 
the call as described in column 5. lines 5-28. Dolan does not teach using a priority code as 
recited in claims 4 and 2 1 . Dolan makes reference to a "touch tone ID" from a caller, but 
docs rot suggest that this touch tone ID actually identifies a priority of Uic caller or even 
identifies the caller. The Examiner cannot consider the broad reference to a "touch tone ID" 
to coiTCspond to the claimed "priority code" as there is no teaching in Dolan of what the 
touch tone ID represents or how it is used. Hoopcs is silent as to the use of a priority code. 
Neither Dolan nor Hoopes teaches the clemeuls of claims 4 and 21 . Thus, claims 4 aiid 21 
arc patentable over Dolan in view of Iloopcs. 

Furthermore, claim 13 recites prompting the calling party to input calling party 
priority information used to process the call. There is no priority information input by the 
caller in Dolan. Dolan uses the caller phone number to determine the priority of the call as 
described in column 5, hncs 5-28. Dolan does not teach using input priority information as 
recited in claim 13. Dolan makes reference to a "touch tone ID" from a caller, but does not 
suggest that this touch tone ID actually identifies a priority of the caller or even idenli Res the 
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caller. The Exi^ininer cannot consider ihc broad reference to a "touch tone ID" to concspond 
to Uie claimed "piiority infonnallon" as tiiere is no teaching in Dolan of what the touch lone 
ID represents or how it is used. Hoopcs i.s silent as to the use of a priority information. 
Neither Dolan nor Hoopes teaches the elements of claim 13. Thus, claim 13 is patentable 
over Dolan in view of Hoopes. 

Claims 9-10, 19-20 and 26-27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as beuig 
unpatentable over Dolan in view of Hoopes and Taylor. Tliis rejection is traversed for the 
following reasons. Taylor was relied upon for allegedly disclosing TCP/IP and VoIP 
telephony, but fails to cure the deficiencies of Dolan in view of Hoopes discussed above with 
reference to claim. 1. 14 and 21. Taylor docs not teach the use of an alert signal for priority 
calls. Claims 9-10 depend from claim 1. claims 19-20 depend from claim 14 and claims 26- 
27 depend from claim 21 and arc patentable over Dolan in view of Hoopes and Taylor for at 
least the reasons advance with reference to claims 1, 14 and 21. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants submit that the above-identir.cd 
application is now in condition for allowance. Early notification to this effect is respectfully 
requested, 

Tf thero are any cbarges with respect to this response or otlierwise, please charge Iheni 



to Deposit Account 06-1 130. 



Rcspeclfully^&itbinittc 
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